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ABSTRACT
Across the country, educational outcomes of children are increasingly
compromised by a number of non-school factors such as insufficient health care, poor

nutrition and stressful family situations. Communities are recognizing that educating
children requires resources and commitment from the whole community, not only from
schools. The community school model is one approach to help increase educational
outcomes. It brings parents, schools, govemment and cornmunity agencies together to
ensure that students are emotionally and physically prepared to learn. This study

examines the responses from school social workers in the Saint Paul School District

relative to the definition and concept of a community school and perceived barriers to
implementing services that promote educational outcomes. Using the Q-sort method,
seventy-four school social workers were asked to prioritize key services and factors of a
community school model. The Q-sorted factors were analyzed and categorized by level

of importance. This research showed strong support for the idea that the school facitity
be the place for an array of student, family and community services.
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Chapter One

Introduction
Communitv School Background
A community school is one frequently discussed model that involves broad
community collaboration to provide a wide array of services for children and families in
an effort to increase educational outcomes of students. In this model, activities and

opportunities for children and families are provided in the areas of academic, health and
social services, family support, recreational and educational enrichment and community
servlces.

Diverse groups and experts in educational reform, child and adolescent health and

family welfare reform have recoflrmended that what a corlmunity can offer, namely onestop unfragmented health and social service systems that are family-oriented and

developmentally and culturally appropriate, be adopted (Dryfoos, I gg4). Many
proponents of this idea point out that schools are a natural place for human services

activities. Schools provide maximum

access to the

majority of children and families;

schools have traditionally played a central role in the community; and schools offer an

existing administrative structure that carries funding and an operational mandate from the
larger municipality and the state (Franklin,1992; Kirst, 1991; Liontos,

l99lb;

payzant,

1992; Streeter & Franklin, 1993; Chaskin & Richmffi, 1993). In addition, both public

2

schools and human services are being challenged to rethink and redesign their efforts to
educate, socialize and intervene in the problems of children and their families (Franklin

&

Streeter, 1995).

In almost every one of the nation's eighty-two thousand public schools (and, also
in many private schools), one or more community agency is bringing some form of

activity or service into the school (Dryfoos, 1994).
Various terminology is used to define comprehensive one-stop multicomponent
efforts illustrative of the concept of a fulI-service school:

l) "school-based" implies

services not ordinarily offbred by the school systems brought into schools by outside

agencies;

2) "school-linked" services

are those provided through a collaboration among

schools, health care providers and social service agencies, the school being the central

participant in planning and governance and services provided in or near the school; 3)

"full-service" schools where a school is the center in which health, mental health, social
and family services may be co-located; and 4)

"family resource center" which is a variant

of service integration that focuses on parents and young children and often located on
school sites.
For purposes of this study, the term "community school"

will

be the focus and

defined as: "a communitv school is designed to enhance educational outcomes by

bringing parents, schools and community agencies together to ensure that sfudents are
emotionally and physically prepared to learn....a few of the key elements of successful
community schools include: " a) early involvement of all critical partners such as

J

teachers, parents, community activists, local businesses, health care providers and

children, to name a few; b) extended hours, days and months of services;
and c) facilities that perform multiple functions" (Kingston,

l9g6,p.l).

Problem Statement
The development and education of children in the United States is being

increasingly compromised by a lack of coordinated, high quality services that accord with
the changing needs of families (Zigler, 1993). Shaw (1996, p.
seen a steady decline

a}fi

states that

"we have

in children's educational prospects caused by a host of nonschool

factors...."
Several factors place a child at educational

risk: being poor, belonging to a racial

or ethnic minority, having limited proficiency in English, being raised in a single parent

family or by poorly educated parents, or having a disabling condition (National
Commission on Children,

l99l).

Children who come from poverty-stricken backgrounds

face more challenges in today's educational system. They are not inherently less

intelligent than children from middle or upper socioeconomic groups, but they may be
less prepared because their families can provide fewer resources that prepare them for the

cognitive tasks required for academic success. These children are more likely than other
children to be poor achievers, repeat one or two grades, find themselves at the bottom

of

the academic heap, be welfare dependent and earn less when they are employed (National
Center for Children in Poverty, 1990). Adding to the context of the problem are the

"standards" for school readiness placed on families and children influenced in part by
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such factors as educational television and Head Start. These trends have somewhat

defined levels of preparation and enhanced expectations.

Finally, other risks are widespread substance abuse, inadequate health care, and

a

lack of affordable housing that leads to overcrowdinB, ffid, at the extreme, homelessness.
Research points to a demonstrable and fundamentally troubling correlation between risk

factors such as these and educational achievement.

At least 40 percent of American children are affected by one ormore of these
factors. While any one of them can cause a student to experience problems in school,
often they are interrelated. This multiplicity of risk factors can compound a child's
chances of performing poorly in

school. If present patterns hold, at least twenty-five

percent of America's young people will not graduate from high school, and those who

live in urban areas or who come from poor families face even more dire prospects. In an
economy that demands ever-increasing knowledge and skills to command a place in the

job market, that future is not a futwe at all (Ler.y, lg8g).
The special needs of students have increased over the last l0 years for students in
Saint Paul Schools. Three indices of special needs have shown an increase over the last

l0 years for K-12 students: percentage of sfudents coming from

homes where the

language spoken is non-English, percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunches,
and percentage of students from homes receiving AFDC (Bohman, t 996). See Table 1.

5

Table

1.

Special Needs and Indices of Students K-12 in Saint Paul Schools
1986-87,1996-97
1986-87

1996-97

Students in Non-English Speaking Homes

t6%

3t%

Students Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch

43%

59%

Students Living in Household Receiving AFDC

26%

3sYo*

* (1995-96)
Credit: Tom Bohman
Wilder Research Center

The effects of poverty can be seen in the percentage of Saint Paul 2-6 graders
scoring about the national median on the SRA test: 33 percent American Indian students,

3l

percent African American students, 34 percent Asian students, 33 percent

Chicano,/I-atino students, and 61 percent White students (Bohman, 1996).

From 1985 to 1991 in K-12 enrollment for Saint Paul, the percentage of students
from American Indian background decreased by 2 percent, the percentage of African
Americans increased by 39 percent, the percentage of Asians increased by 105 percent,
the percentage of Chicano/Latinos increased by 25 percent, and the percentage of white
students decreased by 1 percent. In 1992,the percentages of students enrolled in K-12 by
ethnic background were: 54 percent white; 2 percent American Indian; lT percent

African American; 2l percent Asian and 6 percent Chicano/Latino (Bohman,

1996).

Some families may lack access to resources due to language and cultural barriers.

For example, according to the 1990 census, of 7,387 Asian households, 3,108 reported

6

that they spoke English "not well" or "not at
students

all".

Increased diversity of families and

in Saint Paul requires special initiatives to meet their

needs.

Communities around the country, including Saint Paul, are recognizing that
educating children requires commitment and resources from the whole community, not

only from schools. No one teacher, parent, service provider, school or government
agency can provide all the things children need for healthy development and increased
educational outcomes. Policy experts agree that services for disadvantaged families are

too fragmented to meet their multiple needs and that educational achievement cannot
occur

if children and their families

are in crisis.

Michael Kirst, an advocate for innovative school-based programs states that what
is needed is "a complete overhaul of children's services, bringing together public and

private organizations to meet the comprehensive needs of children, adolescents and
parents....that generally, schools should be the hub for services, but not with the schools

in charge...that the parties should be co-equals, participating

in

planned community wide

collaborative programming" (Kirst, 1991, p. 616).

Finally, many educational experts

are now adopting the language

of collaboration

(Dryfoos, 1994).
Role of the School Social Worker
As educational reform evolves, the role of the school social worker will expand.
The need is clear for a generalist, a family and community practitioner who is capable

micro, mer;o and macro levels of practice (Aquirre, l g95).

of
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Society now knows that large numbers of children are not growing and achieving

academically. Social workers have known for some time that educational outcome is
determined by the interactions between social and home conditions and school variables

(Allen-Meares, 1994). Because school social work is grounded in the social systems
perspective and emphasizes both coalition building and multiple target levels for
preventative and rehabilitative interventions, school social workers are in an ideal

position to assist in the facing up to the educational challenges in the nation, and
particularly, the minority students within the system. Challenges, however, to the ideal
position do occur because social workers are bound by the school and its authority over
them (Link, 1991). Constable (1979) agreed that school social workers often have their
tasks defined for them. Working in a host setting means that school social workers are

most often outside the realm of decision making.
Solutions to academic problems need to be approached from the community and
school level as well as the individual and family level. School social workers possess

skills in communication, corrununity organizing, advocacy, program planning and
development and evaluation which are directly applicable to assessing and addressing
immediate problems at all systems levels.

In addition, the role of the school social worker is to bring his/her unique, artistic
contribution to the helping process. Qualities of empathy and caring are great values
among social workers. It is the responsibility of the social worker to evaluate the effects

of their individual style on the change process.

I
Another role that school social workers play is to act as bridges connecting
agencies and schools, to provide a 'glue factor' in collaborative work

(Pennekamp, 1992). This has occurred because of the many new models of coordinated
services in schools being implemented around the country.
Social workers regularly operate beyond the physical and normative boundaries

of

the school to hridge the gap between home and school (Kurtz, 1988). And, Hare (lgg4)
observed that school social work is in a state of transition and that a new paradigm is

reinforcing the importance of school-family-community interaction and the conditions
that affect them. Finally, Aquirre (1995) declared that the "school social worker is the

linchpin in the school-linked integrated services movement" G. 220).
Research Purpose
The purpose of this research is twofold: to find out how school social workers in
the Saint Paul School District 1) define a corlmunity school model and 2) prioritize the

important senrices and factors that could be included in a community school.

A community school design is currently in the planning

and development stage by

the Saint Paul Public Schools, the City of Saint Paul, Ramsey County, the State

of

Minnesota, various Saint Paul neighborhood communities and the Amherst H. Wilder
Foundation.
The community school model is one method to address the problem/issue and is
designed to improve educational outcomes by bringing parents. schools and community
agencies together to help ensure that the students are emotionally and physically prepared

to learn.

9

This research should help inform those in the planning and development

of

communify school models by identifuing areas in which the partners in community
school initiatives need to focus.
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Chapter Two

Literature Review
Overview
The literatwe review focused on six areas of interest. The first area is an

historical perspective that includes early service delivery systems developed to meet the
needs of children and families, rationale for existence ofthese services, the beginning

of

the social work profession and challenges that were faced to meet the needs of children
and farrilies, especially new immigrants.
Secondly, the theoretical/conceptual framework

will

be discussed which

integrates the systems theory and an ecological perspective. The literature review

will

then examine research studies that identifu current efforts at educational reform,

nationally and locally. Then, the literature review examines what services and factors are
important components of an effective community school. The categories that services
and factors represent are: academic support and enrichment; adult education; child/youth

programs; community; family support; health and wellness; and school staff. Finally, the
gaps in the literature

will

be identified.

Histo rical Persp ec-tive

Almost all modern professional community-based services for children were
established during a period in history referred to as the Progressive Era, between l B90

and l9l7

.

Public health doctors, local and state medical groups and dentists took the lead

in introducing health services in the schools. These groups proposed that school children

1l
be given medical inspections, vaccinations and instruction in hygiene. Diseases and

physical defects, many of them readily correctable, flourished in poor and crowded urban

ghettos. In some

cases, school clinics that were free were created, but in the 1920's the

American Medical Association denounced free clinics as socialized medicine
(Freeman, 1995).

Many nonprofessional voluntary groups were often responsible for the adoption
of reforms in other social services. Women's clubs, sometimes connected to elite groups

like New York's Public Education Association, were pioneers in establishing such
reforms. Drawing on their expertise

as mothers and

in many cases former teachers,

women reformers had firsthand knowledge of the needs of children and the time and
social connections required to bring reforms to fruition. Scholarly studies confirmed the

coilrmon sense notion that a hungry child found it difficult to learn (Tyack, lgg}).
Women's clubs provided free meals to poor children in many schools, but wanted school
boards to offer them in all public schools as part of their work and not as a charity

(Cohen, 1964). Other reforms occurring during the early 1920's relative to social
services were visiting teachers (the forenurrer of school social workers) and vocational
guidance counselors (Tyack, 1992).
Settlement houses were models for reformers who tried to make schools into
community-based social centers for all ages, serving not only children in all their many
needs, but also their families (Allen-Meares, I996).

Immigrant families, the population for whom services were mainly created,
reacted in various ways to these ideas of reform. Some families found the progrgrms

t2
helpful, such

as the supervised vacation school or the evening

adult classes in sewing or

English held in school facilities in the evening. Many parents, however, objected to the
activities of those that would o'imptove" them and their children, calling them "intrusive"
(Cohen, 1965).
School officials, like immigrant parents, differed in their responses to the new
social services. Progressive educators fought with conservative and economy-minded
school boards. Educators with progressive views argued that compulsory attendance laws
and child labor laws were bringing in new types of students and making

it necessary to

broaden the scope of the school beyond academic instruction (Tyack, lgg}).

As early as 1921, the schools were involved when the National Association

of

Visiting Teachers was established to assist with services in the community that monitored
student's attendance and helped in the prevention of the exploitation of students through

child labor. In addition, new knowledge about children's individual needs and coping
abilities allowed social workers to help teachers understand how particular external
factors affected children's ability to learn (Allen-Meares, 1988). Another influence on

this practice area during the 1920's was the mental hygiene movement, which led school
social workers "to assist in the diagnosis and treatment of 'nervous' and 'difficult'

children (Costin, 1969,p.a3a) and to focus on understanding the relationship of students'
emotional reactions to their achievement and overall pertormance in school.
Schools gradually incorporated some of the new health progrirms initiated by the

medical profession. A survey in 1940 found that, in almost all cities with a population
over 30,000, there was some form of public-health service - usually the availability

of
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school nurses and medical inspections. In70Vo of the cities reporting, the school district
ran the service; in}}To, the department of health; and in l0o

, the two agencies

collaborated (Tyack, 1992).

From 1920 to 1960, schools were addressing the needs of children more broadly
than they had before adopting new programs such as health, mental health, sugrmer
school and school lunch. However, also during this period, school services intended for
the poor may have gone disproportionately to the well-to-do to the degree that they
became institutionalized. One reason that this occurred is that services cost

money. In

an educational system based mainly on taxes on local property, the result was often more
services to the rich and less to the poor (Tyack, lgg?).

During the 1960's, again "particularly disadvantaged populations", especially the
poor and minorities in cities, were the recipients of services. Also during this time,
reformers were concerned with assisting whole families, not just children. It was an

important era for expanded services for the poor and education was a leader institution in
the fight against poverty. Social movements for African Americans, Hispanics, women,
persons with handicapping conditions and others occrured vigorously during the 1960's.

In addition, the federal govemment passed the Head Start legislation and the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (whose Title

I

focused on the poor) and developed

programs to improve nutrition, job training and placement and health. This flow

of

money to the schools from federal and state programs helped balance somewhat the
uneven distribution of social and health services between the haves and have-nots

(Tyack, 1992),

t4
Two conflict situations arose from this service delivery systems of the 1960's.
First, program planners for services often required the participation of client families on
advisory boards and as employee aides. This produced in schools and other public
agencies, conflict with existing authorities, who were accustomed to running health and

social services without consulting their clients. Another source of conflict was the habit
federal and state govemments had of mandating new services without allocating enough
new funds to pay for them. An example was the legislation requiring expensive new
programs in special education. Sedlack and Church (1982) noted that as a result of this

factor, many educational administrators withdrew their support of being committed to

maintaining non-academic social services.

In 1978, research conducted

at the Wisconsin Research and Development Center

and the University of Wisconsin-Madison, was made to find out the proper relationships

among variables in A Programmatic Model for Home-school- Community Relations.
The first of these efforts was a case study by Ingram (197S) in which he sought to
determine the relationships between the independent variables of communication,

involvement, participation, access, and resolution, and the dependent variable of student
achievement. His findings suggested that direct measures of student achievement such as
grades and standardized test scores were impacted positively when resolution of conflict

or problem solving occtured in combination with effective communication, involvement,
and participation activities, and when parents felt they had access to the school and the

people in

it.

Given the statistical findings from Ingram's study and the descriptive

information from the case studies completed by the staffof the Home-school-Commgnity

l5
Relations Project at the Wisconsin Research and Development Center, A Programmatic

Model for School-Community Relations and Achievement has been developed (Ingram

& Bartels, 1979). In this model, student achievement is defined

as measurable

improvement in cognitive learning and basic skills. The study suggests that student
achievement is positively affected when parents perceive the school as a place where they
can air their concerns and get action on their own or their child's behalf. The study also
suggests the need for a continuing research agenda in the area of school-community

relations (Ingram, 1978).

A further point of historical significance is pointed out in the literature, "..at the
turn of this century, school districts became special purpose govemments with their own
taxing authority, rule-making authority , and election cycle. This separation isolated
education from other human services affecting children" (Herrington, 1gg4,p.302).

In the late 1980's, the concept of services integration reemerged. It is defined as
the "..systematic effort to solve problems of service fragmentation and of the lack

of

exact match between an individual or family with problems and needs, and an
interventive program or professional specialty...." (Kahn & Kameilnan, lgg1,p.s). It
reemerged to counter the categorical nature, fragmentation, inaccessibility, and
inadequacy of the numerous resources and services required hy families with low income
and multiple needs (National Commission on

children, 1991).

Further, Schorr (1989) reported good news about research that showed
effectiveness of compensatory education and it looked more reasonable to ask schools to
take greater responsibility for the basic skills and other educational achievements

of

l6
children. Commissions were appointed and studies funded to determine what was wrong
with American schooling. As it turned out, the commission's reports and responses to the
reports did little to recognize that education must be provided to all students, including
the SAYo of students who are minority and low income, and on whom the schools had

basically given up.

Concentual F ramework
The concept of a community school coincides with what we have learned from
research about today's young population, who may lack parental or family support, go to

schools with unsafe environments, live in troubled communities, and face many barriers

to achievement. The idea offers partial solutions to many of these problems,
simultaneously addressing the need for individual support, comprehensive services,
parent involvement, and corlmunity improvement, in the integration, pushing toward the

combination of health, mental health, and family services, along with recreation and
culture in one site - the school - open from early in the morning until late at night,
weekends and surlmers

(Dryfoos, 1994).
This concept can be successful because schools exist in every neighborhood and
are

typically the most stable neighborhood institutions dedicated to children. The school

building is not utilized to its capacity and by remaining open and providing a broad range
of services designed to assist families and children, the school can become a key agent in

building healthy families and strengthening communities.

t7
The school is a complex organization. An important framework for studying the
school is general systems theory (Allen-Meares, Washington,

& Welsh, l ggd). The

"founder" of general systems theory - Ludwig Von Bertalanfff, defines systems as "sets
of elements standing in interaction" (Stein, 1971, p. 123). Grinker (1967) deals with the
important notion of the system and its environment. He notes that the "dividing line
between the system and environment is partly conceptual and to that extent

arbitrary....Thus, a system is the whole complex of the organism and environment.
Environment is composed of those variables whose changes affect the organism and
which are changed by the organism's behavior. Thus, both the organism and
environment are two parts of one system" (Grinker , 1967 , p. 3 7l ).
The systems theory provides a framework for looking at the school as a social

system. It is a view that helps the school social worker examine the daily and ongoing
interrelations and the degree of interdependent relationships irmong school, student,
parent, society, cofilmunity and government. Each of these entities can become a
component in advocating, for example, the need for service integration across systems to
address the whole child, and the need to be more holistic in the delivery of human

services. In the context of general systems theory, the school can become the focal point
of service integration (Allen-Meares, Washington & Welsh, l 996).
The systems theory maintains that environments do have boundaries, structures,
and maintenance systems. The concepts of this theory are useful for conceptualizing,

gathering and organizing data about and from the various institutions and systems in

which the child fuirctions - such as the school, family and community.

t8
Radin (1989) stated that the further development of systems theory and the

ecological perspective in the 1970's helped increase attention to the complex problems of
schools and communities.

An

ecological perspective allows for a comprehensive view

of

students, school, community, families and of the transactions and interactions irmong
them that can cause student failure. The school social worker has a role here, ffid is in an
unique position - at the interface - and recognizes that the quality of students' interactions
and relationships with the environments outside of the school as well as those within the

school system has much to do with the students' academic performance and the
development of competencies needed to succeed in society. Further, the school social

worker is in a position to work with the school to increase responsiveness to the needs
and aspirations of children, parents , and community.

Finally, Schorr (1989) noted an example of an intensive series of case studies of
poor, black children in Arkansas, Oregon and New Jersey that found that academic
success and failure could not be accounted for by the attitudes, attributes, or behavior
a

of

particular parent, teacher or child, or by a particular social setting, but only by the

cumulative effects of their multiple interactions. The researchers in this study concluded
that gains are likely to be largest and to be sustained when there is support in the total

ecology of the child. Figure

I

and Figure 2 illustrate the conceptual framework.

19

Figure

I

Ecological System of a Child
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(Allen-Meares, Lane and Oppenheimer,

lgSl)
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Figure

2

Idealized Ecological System

FAMILY

scHooL
OMMUNITY

(Hobbs, 1978)

Current Efforts at Educational Reform
Many cycles of educational reform have occurred over the years initiated in
response to external events such as domestic developments and political changes.

Immigration at the beginning of the century pushed the schools to provide services to
assist newcomers to American

life. The economic

depression of the 1930's led to the

school lunch program. Math and science became a new emphasis in education after the

Soviet launch of Sputnik in 1957 . The civil rights movement of the 1960's led to
extensive new school programs to provide equal educational opportunities for all

children, regardless of race. The increased awareness of international economic

2t
competitiveness in the 1980's fueled the "back to basics" emphasis on academic

performance. (Jehl

& Kirst, 1993).

The movement toward school-linked , integrated services is also in part a reaction

to external events. As the economy slows and competition with other countries
intensifies, there is great concern about the decline in children's economic and social
conditions, as well as dissatisfaction with school outcomes (Kirst, 1991). "At least two
important lessons have been learned from past attempts to change the way services are
provided to children. First, the durability and stability of schools make them an essential
participant in these efforts. Second, schools cannot address children's issues alone; they
must partner with other agencies in the community" (Jehl & Kirst, lgg3, p.l5a). Further,
Schorr (1988), in her forthright analysis of education, suggests that the public school is a

natural entry point for intervention, in the lives of children and their families. Lastly,
Holtzman (1992) states ". . . educators, mental health professionals, and policy makers
have called for major changes in the school, acknowledging the academic failures

of

many of our nations children, specifically those from low-income families . . . "
G. xiv).
Because schools represent the largest publicly subsidized program for children,

they are a critical part of any comprehensive approach to improving the condition of

children' The Federal Education for All Handicapped Children Act of lgT5laid

the

groundwork for closer cooperation between health and educational providers through the
requirement that school districts provide educational services to all students, no matter

how severely handicapped, thus encouraging information sharing and joint planning
between schools and other health and human service providers.
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The education reforms of the early 1990's were contained in a thorough and
comprehensive legislative package to address educational, social and economic factors by

covering the entire span of a child's school years. Six major education bills and two
closely related bills passed the l03rd Congress, among these Goals 2000 Educate
America Act and Improving America's Schools Act (Hare and Allen, 1996).
Many state education reform initiatives have emphasized the redesign and
restructuring of the entire delivery system, and a critical element is often comprehensive
approaches, through school linkages, to health and social services needed by children and

families. For example, the Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) includes provision
for school-based family resource and youth services centers to be administered by the
school or a sonsortium of schools (David, 1993). In addition to school personnel,
parents, and community representatives, advisory councils are to include staff of the

public and private services used by the centers for referrals.
In Florida, as a result of the l99l education reform tegislation, schools and
districts are required to develop collaborative agreements with agencies within the
community, such as the state health and human services agency, other govemmental
agencies, public libraries,
r

ffid medical practitioners (Florida Department of Education,

ee3).
There are several other nationally recognized initiatives that represent an

interesting cross-section ofthe types of efforts that a) exemplif,, principles

of

cooperation and collaboration, b) provide examples for educational reforms and the

restructuring of service delivery to students and their parents, and c) that also empower
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agency stakeholders as well as their clients. They include:

l)

The School Development

Program, initiated by Dr. James. P. Comer, Director of the Yale Child Study Center;
(Haynes, Comer & Hamilton-Lee, 1988);

2) New Beginnings, B collaborative

interagency approach to providing services to children and families in one San Diego
elementary school (Payzant, 1992);

3) the Leagues of Schools Reaching Out, housed

at

Boston University's School of Education and established by the Institute for Responsive
Education, a nonprofit public interest research and advocacy organization;

4) New

Jersey School-Based Youth Services Program sponsored by the State Department

of

Human Services, local matching funds and private nonprofit foundation (this is the oldest
statewide school-linked services effort in the country); and

5)

the New York City

Community Schools Program established by the New York City Board of Education, the
School Board of Community School District 6 and the Children's Aid Society

(Children's Aid Society, 1993).
The School Development Program (SDP), initiated by Dr. James p. Comer,

Director of the Yale Child Study Center, began in 1968 as a collaborative effort between
the Center and the New Haven, Connecticut School System. It is now a nationally
recognized model and has been adopted by a number of school districts throughout the

USA (Comer, 1987). The philosophy of this program is that all children can learn
regardless of their backgrounds and the underlying premise is that the children,

themselves, are not the sources of most learning and behavior problems. Instead, these

problems stem from conflicts between the children's home and school environment and
are often related to issues associated with differences in class, race, income and culture.
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SDP has four goals: a) to address the goals, as well as the symptoms, of school failure;
b) to support the physical, emotional, and intellectual growth of all students; c) to bridge
the gap between attitudes, values and behaviors developed at home and at school; and to
create a structured, predictable school environment in which school personnel and parents

corlmunicate clear expectations for behavior and academic performance (Stefkovich &
Guba, 1993). The program stresses collaboration, team building, governance from a
cross-section of teachers, parents and professional support staff.

New BeginningS, it collaborative interagency approach to providing services to
children and families in one San Diego elementary school , is another example of
educational reform. The goal of this initiative was to develop a long term strategy for
systemic change in the way services are provided to young people and their families. As
the partners of the collaboration continued to meet and talk, it was discovered that there
were more questions than answers. They decided that a study was needed. The leaders
agreed to test the feasibility of a one-stop, coordinated services center , located at or near

the school site. The study provided information critical to the development of New

Beginnings. Examples of information learned are that professional and political expertise
is important but the users of services know things that agency leaders don't know;

collaboration effiorts are specific to each community; and the study also reinforced the
concern that the system is too fragmented (Payzant, lggz).

Another educational reform effiort is The League of Schools Reaching Out,
housed at BostonUniversity's School of Education and established by the Institute for
Responsive Education, a nonprofit public interest research and advocacy organization.
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One of its objectives is to promote school readiness. This reform effort is characterized

by its approach to demonstrate the potential effectiveness of a comprehensive ecological
approach to restructuring in which school reform is linked

directly to family support and

education, neighborhood social and economic development, integrated services for poor

families and means for family contribution to children's development (Davies, 1991).
The school-based programs in New Jersey, offer variation across sites, but
services are usually school-based and offered by workers paid for by their parent

agencies' The progrElm goals are to reduce dropout rates, increase economic selfsufficiency, promote mental and physical health, link schools to services, and foster
interagency cooperation.

In the New York City Community Schools Prograrn, a variety of school-based
services are offered for students, families and members of the community. Both
educators and service agency staff shape academic and nonacademic programs and
services. " The primary goal is to shape a'seamless'fusion of school day activities with
extended-day programs, health and family supports that will enhance student learning"

(The Children's Aid Society, 1993, p. 25).
Other exemplary efforts of educational reform in the form of school-based or

school-linked services and systems are being implemented in Texas, Connecticut,
Pennsylvania, Missouri, Mississippi, Oregon and elsewhere (Hare, l9g5).

In Minnesota, the Family Preservation Integration Project was begun in 1990. It
was established by the Minnesota Department of Education, Minnesota Department

of

Human Services, Handicapped Children's Act, Title XX, local corrections department
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and local county funds. There were
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programs and the program goals were to

strengthen families, prevent out-of-home placement, improve service delivery and link
schools to services. The service delivery model varied by site. Some projects were in the

schools. Workers provided referral, counseling and work with teachers. Other projects

were located near schools; still others were not school affiliated at all. Most staff were
out-posted from parent agencies (Levy, 1989).
Other approaches relative to educational reform that are being implemented in

Minnesota include the charter school, health clinics and mental health services located in
schools, public school choice, site-based management , alternative learning centers,
cultural diversity curricula, and teacher empowerment.

A December
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, 1997 editorial in the Saint Paul Pioneer

way toward educational reform

Press supports another

. It is a new proposal for full-service

schools developed

and initiated by the Amherst H. Wilder Foundation and a partnership between the

foundation, Saint Paul Public Schools, the City of Saint Paul, and the state. The goal of
this broad partnership is increased student achievement. The editorial writer states

"....it's logical to combine educational and social service forces: schools have expertise
educating minds, while social service experts may work with a parent on stable housing
or job

skills. The school may provide tutors to improve a fourth grader's math skills after

school at the same time his or her parent attends

a

job skills class just down the hall.

Extended recreation hours mean children who might be on their own after 2

PM would

have a safe activity in school. Or an on-site social worker could teach English lessons to

adults atthe same time kids play inthe gym...." ('oFull-Service," lgg6,p.gA).
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The Wilder Foundation plans to coordinate efforts among the large government
agencies, the community and the school

district. Under the plan, two elementary schools

in targeted Saint Paul neighborhoods would phase in year-round operations, Ionger days
and health, recreational and social service progftrms on site. Also, a third community

school would be built. The community schools partnership in Saint Paul is named

Achievement Plus.

Whf a Communitv School? What lloes It Look Like?
One of the best reasons to consider the recently developing paradigm of school-

linked or school-based that is characterized by the integration of services by schools,

public and private social services and health and mental health agencies, is that it has
been acknowledged that many nonacademic factors influence students' ability to achieve

in school (Behrmffi, 1992). It was learned that social, economic, family and personal
factors were barriers to the students' optimal performance in school. Since 1987, the

Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and other educational organizations, as

well

as

public policy makers and corporate leaders, have advocated for the integration of

health and social services into schools to improve educational outcomes for vulnerable

students. The National Education Goals formulated in t 989 and written into law

in lgg4,

address this issue (Goals 2000: Educate America Act, P.L. 103-227). Fogr of the eight

goals - readiness for school; the reduction of school dropout rates; safe, drug-free and

disciplined schools; and parental involvement - relate to nonacademic factors that
influence educational outcomes

. Collaboration between schools and communities is

necessary to achieve these goals (Hare, l gg5).
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One of the conclusions that Ramey and Ramey ( I 992) write about relative to
research on early education intervention models is that interventions that provide more

comprehensive services and use multiple routes to enhance children's development

generally have stronger effects, compared with interventions that are more nilrow in their

focus. Intervention studies that have produced larger size effects all have provided

a

multi-faceted approach including the provision of ongoing health-related and social
services to the families, transportation, assistance with meeting urgent needs, parents

support. In addition, Jehl and Kirst (1993) remind us that limited efforts in restructuring

will not accomplish

the main goal of improvement in academic achievement.

"Educational attainment is determined not only by the time a child spends in school, but
by the 9l% of his or her time spent outside school from birth to age 18. A sick child
cannot leam, and a challenging curriculum cannot be mastered by a child confronting
chaos at home. The schools cannot solve all these problems alone or be the only

organizations enabling parents to be more responsible and effective with their children"
(Jehl and Kirst, 1993, p. 155). Finally, school-linked services programs must be shaped

by the history and current needs and culture of the community, the politics of agency
relationships and government entities, and the unique energies and talents of particular

program leaders (Gardner, 1993).
What makes corlmunity schools different from traditional schools is that they are
designed to improve educational outcomes by bringing parents, schools and community
agencies together to consider all the students from a holistic perspective. Successful

corlmunity schools will include early involvement of all critical partners; extended
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hours, days and months of service; and implementation of multiple functions that include
education, recreation, resource centers for parents and social services.

Another picture shows that "a traditional school asks teachers to think about what
happens to their students in the classroom; a school-linked to a social service delivery

system asks teachers and administrators to go fuither, to know about what happens to

their students when they go home . . ." (Smrekar,lgg4,p. a?J).
In addition, the community school model is about making existing services more

flexible in their work together under a shared vision about the well-being of children,
youth and families. Finally, corlmunity schools can help strengthen the community by

building on existing community assets such
for community interaction. Also, from

a

as the school

buildings which can be a center

problem-solving viewpoint, a school can be a

support center for a whole network of agencies and institutions committed to addressing

community needs and expanding learning opportunities for all students and their families.
Using schools can be a cost-effective, practical way to one of a community's largest
investments, its school buildings (Decker, t 995).

A common question asked about community schools is "Who is in charge - the
principal?" It can vary, but in the case of the Community Schools in New york City
(partnership between school district and the Children's Aid Society), the answer is that
the school principal and the Society's program director are equally responsible for

running the community school. Most of the literature recortmends that leadership be
shared, with each partner tnrsting the other, because the schools are open for extended
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hours. In the Community Schools in New York, for example, the social service agency,
Children's Aid Society, is a full partner, not a tenant (Children's Aid Society, 1993).
In the Washington Heights corrmunity school partnership in New York, the
Children's Aid Society and other community-based agency staff work closely with the
school principal and staff. A teacher can walk down the hall to tell a social worker about
a student whose grades have suddenly dropped. And a counselor can stop by a teacher's

classroom to see

if

a student they've been seeing is showing any signs of improvement.

The community school structure means help is often just a walk away (Children's Aid

Society, 1993).
There is no one model of full-service, or community school. What they all have

in common however, is their location in or near the school and opening up access to all
students and their families for health and social services of all

kinds. In reality, the

community school is defined by the particular community and school, with a mix

of

services that are needed, feasible to provide in school facilities, and acceptable to the

school system and the cofirmunity (Dryfoos, 1994). They are more than one-stop
shopping centers for education and social services, they are the center of community life
and community activity (Children's

Aid Society, lgg3).

While school-based serices will not solve the underlying problems of poverty
and discrimination, they are perceived by both health and educational practitioners as one

potentially cost-effective approach to alleviating the symptoms. And, as Hare (1995)
noted, if they contain certain elements such as being corrmunity-based, family-centered,
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culturally competent, and prevention focused, they can he effective in promoting
educational outcomes of children.

Important Seruice and Factors
Dryfoos (1994) talks about that, ideally, a magic wand would be waved and the
thousands of schools in needy areas would instantly acquire all of the components
required to provide services to students and their families. Further, she notes that our
social goals can never be met without

a

joint "revolution" in both the quality of

schooling and the access of children and families to the supports they need. In reality,
the challenges of bringing services that children and families need into the schools and

restructuring an entire system are complex. Also, each community must define what its'
particular strengths and needs are because each neighborhood, population and school are
unique.
Somewhere in the United States, it is possible to find an example of almost every
category of human services located in a school. These progmms service not only students

but everyone from infants to grandparents (Dryfoos, 1994). The variables, and
subsequent categories used in this research study are I ) academic support and enrichment

2) adult education, 3) chil#youth progr€uns, 4) community, 5) family support, 6) health
and wellness and 7) staff support. These were selected based on the literature and support

forurd in books, journal articles, govenrment reports, needs assessments, current effective
programs and discussion with collaborators involved in community schools.
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Examples of services currently in place, rationale for those services that are
needed and evidence to support delivery of these recognized services vis a vis a

community school model are fuither described.
Current models of effective services in schools include 1) family resource centers
and youth service centers in Kenfucky that provide services to meet basic needs such as

parent education, health services and referrals as well as home visits and child care; 2) the

Children's Aid Society in conjunction with Community School District 6 in New York

City have sponsored services in schools that include extended day progrtrms, health clinic
(medical and dental), parent resource center, mental health clinic and more; and 3) in
Florida, services offered in full-service schools are health physicals, immunizations,

nutrition counseling, mental health clinic, family counseling, substance abuse counseling,
referral to social service assistance and family planning.
Despite efforts to improve the services in collaborative systems, the literature
suggests that far more progress is needed. For example, a strong network of services that

will offer a united front

and advocate on behalf of the mental health needs of children and

adolescents is needed (Allen-Meares, 1993). Similarly, the Office of Technology

Assessment, United States Congress, when charged by Congress to review the health
status of American adolescents and present options for congressional consideration,

strongly recofilmended comprehensive school health clinics as the most promising recent
innovation to improve access to health care (Dryfoos, 1994). In an effort to ensure that
children have opportunities for safe, structured, and enriching activities during nonschool
hours, schools are encouraged to develop a variety of before-and-after school programs
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that meet the needs and interests of children in the community (National Commission on

Children,

l99t). Also, David

Hamburg (1992) calls for tutoring, mentorships and

parental involvement to increase academic achievement. Finally, increasingly, studies are
beginning to confirm what parents and teachers already know. By and large, students

with serious behavioral and emotional problems do not do well in school (Knitzer,
Steinberg and Fleisch, 1990).
Evidence of success in service integration with the schools is varied. Intermediate
School 218 (Children's Aid Society and New York City), reports that since it opened in

March 1992, the average attendance rsgL%o,the highest in the district; the school
averages 1.9 suspensions per 100 students, versus

7

"4 for all New York City middle

schools; and math and reading scores, once among the ciry's lowest, have risen steadily
each year. Likewise, from preliminary evaluation of PS 5 (also Children's

Aid Society

and New York City), the average attendance is nearly 94?o. In the third grade class that
entered

in

1993,

only l0.4Vo of students were reading at grade level. In the same

student reading at grade level rose

to

16.2%o

class,

in the fourth grade and to 35.47o in the fifth

grade. Math achievement increased from 23.47o at grade Ievel in third grade, to3Z.lTo in
fourth grade, and 56.07o in fifth grade (coltoff, r996).
Another example of evidence of success is in the New Haven Schools (School
Development Program developed by Dr. James P. Comer) that showed steady gains in
achievement test scores from 1969 to 1984. From 1969 through lgTg the tests were

given in the fall (when the norrn in a score of 4.2); from

lggl through

1gg4 the tests were

given in the spring (norm score 4.8). Score have stayed neir the 1984 levels since then
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(Comer, 1998). Further, average percentile gains on California Achievement test scores

from 1985 through 1987 were larger for l0 mainly black schools in Prince Georges
County, Maryland, that use the Comer Program than they were for the school district as a

whole (Comer, 1998).
School-based health clinics have shown to make a difference in the lives of

students. One example is in New York City where almost three-fourths of students who
used school-based clinics thought that the clinic had improved their health. More than

one-third stated that the clinic had improved their school attendance. Most (91 percent)
stated that the clinic had improved their ability to get health care when needed. And, 88

percent stated that the clinic had improved their knowledge of and ability to take care of

their bodies (Dryfoos, 1994).
Further, Illback and Kalafat (1995) report that overall, the statewide experiment of

family and youth centers in Kentucky appears to be yielding positive results. With the
support of Casey Foundation, Kentucky has developed a comprehensive data collection
system that

will

be used for management information and outcome analysis, as well as to

develop a profile of children and families who use the family resource and youth service
centers (Dryfoos, 1994).

Gaps in Information/Knqwledse
Despite the widespread interest in the full service school concept, and

proliferation of nationwide efforts to coordinate and integrate services, there are some
limitations in the information and knowledge available. First of all, there are few
complete models of full-service schools available. A number of efforts have been made
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to produce handbooks, and guidelines for those implementing collaborative services
projects (for example, Melaville 1991). However, there is little information that address
specific issues of governance structure, cross professional relationships, resource
constraints, and how to build documentation that integration of services is cost effective.

Also, there is little information regarding how school-linked services function and the
degree to which they affect who they serve. And, although

it does appear that specific

evaluation measures currently being used across the country vary widely, general areas

of

measurement - for example, cognitive development, social well-being and physical health
- are fairly consistent. "This consistency suggests that there exists some general
consensus regarding the type of outcome measures that are appropriate for evaluations

of

school-linked services (Shaw and Replogle, 1996, p. a65). However, because most
efforts toward integration of schools, social services and communities have arisen within
the last decade, evaluators have had liftle time to document changes in the service

delivery patterns themselves and even less time to document outcomes related to these
changes (Shaw and Replogle, 1996). Finally, the difficulties and challenges of evaluating

multicomponent programs have been well documented (Dryfoos, I gg4).

In addition, this author has not found any studies that specifically survey school
social workers about the non-educational needs of children relative to academic
achievement and the definition and development, including barriers, of a cortmunity
school model.
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As early as the 1920' s, schools have been addressing the needs of children in a
broad fashion adopting programs such as health, mental health, summer school and
school lunch. The National Association of Visiting Teachers was in existence to provide
services in the community that monitored student's attendance and helped in the

prevention of the exploitation of students through child labor. New knowledge about
children's individual needs and coping abilities allowed social workers to help teachers
understand how particular external factors affected children's ability to learn. Another
early practice was a focus on understanding the relationship of students' emotional
reactions to their achievement and overall performance in school.

During the 1960's, particularly disadvantaged populations, especially the poor and
minorities in cities were the recipient of services. Also, during this time, reformers were
concerned with assisting whole families, not just children. Education was a leader

institution in the war on poverty.
In the late 1980's, the concept of services integration reemerged

. It reemerged

to

counter the categorical nature, fragmentation, inaccessibility and inadequacy of the
resources and services by families with multiple needs.

The concept of a community school fits well with what has been found in the
research that students and families have multiple needs and students face many barriers to

academic achievement. This concept can be successful because schools exist in every
neighborhood and are typically the most stable and best-positioned neighborhood

institutions dedicated to children.
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The conceptual framework for studying a community school model involves a
general systems theory and an ecological perspective. This view helps the school social

worker examine the daily and ongoing interrelations and the degree of interdependent
relationships among school, student, parent, society, cortmunity and government. An

ecological perspective also allows for a comprehensive view of students, school,
community, families and of the transactions €tmong them that can cause academic failure.
Haynes, Comer and Lee (1988) showed that an organized ecological systems approach
can produce positive change in public schools.

There has been an abundance of educational reform efforts over the years. During
the last ten years, however, the pendulum is swinging far back to school-based programs
as schools struggle to educate children who can only be educated

if they also receive

a

wide atray of health and social services (Dryfoos, 1994). A vision of full service schools
is emerging a hundred years after similar efforts were made to bring the settlement house

into the school. In almost every one of the nation's eighty-two thousand public schools,
one or more coilrmunity agency is bringing some form of activity or service into the

school (Dryfoos, 1994). Michael Kirst, one of the most articulate advocates for

innovative school-based programs recognizes the multidimensionality of the situation that
children cannot succeed in school when they have unmet social, familial and emotional
needs. He states'oWhat's needed is a complete overhaul of children's services, bringing
together public and private organizations to meet the comprehensive needs of children,
adolescents and parents. Schools should constitute one of the centers of a coordinated

network of total children's services" (Kirst, l9gl, p.615).
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The models for integrating services into schools to increase academic
achievement of students vary

widely. Also, the development, challenges and results are

varied across the country. There are, however, certain themes that emerged that indicate
what the community school should look like and elements that should be considered.

They are that an effective community school effort should be: 1) corlmunity-based, 2)

family-centered, 3) school-Iinked, 4) culturally competent, 5) comprehensive, and 6)
prevention-focused. Concerns raised throughout the literature are that services should
grow frorn what children and families need and not fiom what institutions think and that
there is a risk of bureaucratic rigidity. An ongoing needs assessment , program
evaluation and strengthened collaborative structure can be solutions for these concerns.

As Schorr (1989) states, "successful progrirms

see the

and the family in the context of its surroundings. . .

child in the context of the family

" (p. 257).
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Chapter Three

Methodolory
Overview
The methodology section covers the research questions, concepts and terms used

in the survey, the study population and sample selection, instrument design, data
collection process and limitations of this study.
The research questions for this study are: How do school social workers define
the concept of a cofilmunity school model , and how do school social workers prioritize

important services and factors in a courmunity school? This exploratory study includes
the collection of both qualitative and quantitative data and uses inductive analysis

(Patton, 1987). The non-probability purposive sample includes school social workers
from the Saint Paul School Distriet.
See

Appendix A for Augsburg College's Institutional Review Board Approval.

Concepts and Terms
The concepts of the study include a construct called a corlmunity school and the
essential components needed to implement the model, namely the school, health and
human services, government, parents and the community. The term corrmunity school

model means the integration of educational, health and social welfare services into a
community-oriented school with a joint governance strucfure that allows maximum
responsiveness to the community.
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School social worker responses relative to community school model will be
measured by using 1) open-ended questions which ask school social workers how they

define the concept of a community school model, what is being done in their school to
enhance educational outcomes for children and what are the barriers to implementation,
and 2) creation of a list of important services and factors in a community school. The list

of services and factors was found in the literature review and in discussion with
community school collaborators.

Studv Population and Sample Selectiorl
The study population includes school social workers in the Saint Paul Public

Schools. The school district contains 70 schools - 49 Elementary,

I

Open School, 5

Middle Schools, 4 Junior High Schools, 7 Senior High Schools, 3 Alternative Secondary
Schools and

I Special Education School. The district

is made up of a very diverse

student population and includes 42,000 students. There are 6500 employees.

School social workers understand the culture of school environments and those of
various social services delivery systems. They understand the children, families and

corlmunities with whom they work. The possess unique training and ability to assess and
understand human behaviors as well as developed skills in consultation, facilitation and

collaboration.
The list of school social workers in the Saint Paul School District was provided to
the researcher by the lead school social worker in the district office. The potential

participants received a survey packet containing a cover letter, a letter in support of this
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project written by the lead social worker in the district and the survey instruments (see

Appendix B).
Potential participants were informed that the return of a completed survey implied

consent. The survey packet also included an addressed stamped envelope. A stamped
postcard was printed to send to potential participants as a reminder to return the survey.
For the protection of human subjects, no inquiries were made regarding age, sex, race and
other identifiable information of the respondents. The responses to the survey are
anonymous.

fnstrument Desisn
Fifty-one senrices and factors were identified through the literature review. From
the recommendations of diverse groups and experts in educational, child and adolescent
health and welfare reform, characteristics of a community school model have emerged.
There is, however, no clear agreement on which services and factors are most important.
The Q-sort technique was considered the most appropriate type of method (Carr, 1992;

Mowrer, 1953; Selltiz, Jahoda, Deutsch and Cook, 1964). In this way, the participants
were unable to list all
Part

I:

5l factors in the category of highest importance.

O-sort Technique
Since all services and factors were regarded important in the literature review,

seven levels of varied importance were created

1992; Mowrer, 1953). These levels were:

to

be used in this Q-sort technique (Carr,

l) least important,2)

less important,3)

somewhat important, 4) important, 5) very important, 6) most important, ffid 7) critically
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important. The participants were forced to prioritizeby placing only a specified number
of factors into each category. As noted in Figure 3, six of the 5l variables were allowed
in both the least and critically important categories, seven variables were allowed in the
less and most important categories, eight variables were allowed in both somewhat and

very important categories, and nine were allowed in the category called important. This
forced sort creates a bell curve of the variables in their respective categories. The
e-sort
created for the study on important services and fastors relative to a copmunity school

model can be visualized in Figure 3. (See complete survey packet in Appendix B).
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Important

Somewhat

Important

(srx)

- health screening
- mental health services
- special education
- parental involvement
- nutrition classes
- staffsupport
- legal services
- GED classes
- adult computer classes
- intergenerational programming
- referral with follow-up
- recreational, sports activities
- conflict resolution training
- sls55.professional training
- cultural competence of staff
- food shelf
- community stabilization-housing
- student meiltoring program
- citizenship classes
- info./referral to fflmily welfare
services
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Less

Important

Least Important

Important

(ErGr{r)

NrNE)

(ETGHT)

- parent education
- child care
- academic tutoring
- theater activities
' on-site child protection services
- team building workshops for school
-

-

and community

staff

employment/jobs program
interdisciplinary case management

(sEVEN)

-

before and after school
programming

-

thrift store

-

simple haircuts
arryareness

of community

history

-

-

teams

- crisis intervention services
- dental services
- early childhood programming
- community youth service programs
- family planning
- -individual counseling
- group counseling
- substance abuse treatment
- community organizing/advocacy
- adult literacy education
- family social events

(srx)

-

studenUparent family
dynamics workshops
social skills haining
for students
school-based home
visiting services
breakfast programs

- ESL classes
- organizational structure
- health and wellness classes
- arts and crafu classes
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Part II: Ouestionnaire

A one page questionnaire was included in the study to obtain data on the survey
participants, as well as their definition and concept of a community school model,
current services offered in their school that enhance educational outcomes for children,
barriers to implementation of a community school model and identification of additional
factors to consider when planning and developing a community school. This information
was requested to identifu the perceptions of and the level of knowledge that social

workers have about the community school. Participants were asked to indicate longevity

in social work in the Saint Paul Schools as well

as the

type of school in which they were

employed. These categories of school type and longevity of school social worker were
used in data analysis to compare responses. The information was also requested to

determine which services and factors may have been left out of the
Q-sort. (See

Appendix B for questionnaire).

Data CoUection Process
The data were collected through a mailed survey packet using a
Q-sort technique
and a questionnaire. The survey packet contained: a letter supporting the research from

the lead social worker in the school district, a one-page cover letter of informed consent

inviting participation, 5l index cards, 7 envelopes, a one-page questionnaire, a
e-sort
guide, and a self-addressed stamped envelope.
The survey packets were mailed March 5, lggT

. Two weeks after the survey was

mailed, 74 follow-up-reminder postcards were sent to potential participants.

All

completed questionnaires returned by March 31, 1997 were included inthe data analysis.
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Data Analysis
Upon receipt of each survey packet, it was coded with a number. The first was
Case #1, the second, Case #2, and so

on. On each of the seven envelopes, the case

numbers were written. As each envelope was opened, the cards were data entered
according to the envelope in which they had been sorted. Microsoft Works (IBM) was
used.

. Each qualitative response was recorded into a word processing program
(Microsoft Word). Content analysis was done by organizing the data into topics and
files, and then assigning labels to each topic area that emerged. The inductive analysis
was done to create a classification system for the raw data. The main themes and topics
were cross referenced with those from the literature review.
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Chapter Four

Presentation of the Findings
The findings section covers the quantitative and qualitative data findings. The

quantitative data cover sample description findings; Q-sort analysis includes mean rating
of the

5l variables; overall levels of importance for the 5l variables; variations of

respondents' mean ratings by school type; comparison of top ranked variables by number

of years employed as a school social worker; and a sunmary of quantitative findings.
The qualitative data findings include themes of respondents' definition/concept of a

coillmunity school model; current efforts being done in schools to improve educational
outcomes for children; perceived barriers to improving services that lead to increased
educational outcomes for children; additional factors considered important in a

colnmunity school model and a swnmary of qualitative data findings.

Ouantitative Data Findings
The first part of this quantitative findings section covers the description of study
respondents, including the percentage of participants by school type and the average
number of years employed as a school social worker. The Community Schools Services

Q-sort (CSSO is analyzed according to the mean rating of each of the

5l

variables and
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level of irnportance. Variations in the mean ratings of the top five ranked variables are
analyzed by school type of the respondents. The top ten ranked of the 51 variables are
also compared according to whether respondents worked less than ten years or ten years
or more.

D.gscrintion of Respondents
The study population for this survey included school social workers currently
employed in the Saint Paul School District. Survey packets were mailed to 74 school
social workers. Of these,45 were returned for a 60% return rate.

All 45 survey

respondents followed Q-sort protocol and answered a majority of the six questions on the
one page questionnaire.

School Type
In the questionnaire, participants were asked to identifu the Rpe of school in
which they were employed: (a) elementary school, (b) junior high/middle school, (c)
senior high school, and

(d) other. The participants who chose "other" wrote K-8, ALC,

and ECSE. Two respondents who wrote "other" did not specifu the school type.

A total of 45 respondents were employed at elementary schools (Sl.Z%), junior
high/middle schools (18.6%), senior high schools (9.3%), and other (1a.0%).
Respondents who were employed in more than one school type were

7.0%. See Figure 4.
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Figure

4.

School Type of Respondents

more than one (7.0%)
other (14.0%)

elenrentary gL.2%)

senior high (9.3%)

junior high/middle schml (18.6%)

Number of Years Emploved as school social worker (ssw)
A total number of 45 respondents indicated the number of years employed

as a

school social worker in the Saint Paul School District. The median was seven years. The
range of number of years employed was from one year to 28 years.

Q-Sort Analysis

slv

bles to C
Each participant sorted the

5l

variables (Important Services and Factors Relative

to a Community School Model) into levels of importance. Only a specified number of
items were allowed in each category. Table 2 illustrates the mean rating for the top

2l

variables sorted by respondents according to level of importance: "critically important",

"most important", and "very important" categories.
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Table 2.
CSSO Mean Bating of

2l variables Ranked a-t Most Important

Levels G!:45)
Variable
Parental involvement

Mean
6.07

Mental health services

5.67

Academic tutoring

s.63

Crisis intervention services

5.58

Special education

5.47

Before and after school programming

5.23

Cultural competence of staff

5.21

Health screening

5.14

Referral with follow-up

5.07

Individual counseling

5.05

Breakfast programs

5.05

Staff support

5.02

ESL classes

4.88

Child care

4.84

Community youth service programs

4.79

Parent education

4.76

School-based home visiting services

4.60

Social skills training for students

4.51

In formation-referral to fam i Iy welfare serv ices

4.47

Student mentoring program

4.44

Early childhood programmlng

4.40
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The seven categories in the Q-sort included were
items allowed;

(2) most important with

seven items

(l)

critically important with six

allowed; (3) very important with

eight items allowed; (4) important with nine items allowed; (5) somewhat important

with eight items allowed; (6) less important with seven items allowed; and (7) least
important with six items allowed. The bell-curved sort was a forced prioritizing of the 5l
services and factors considered to be important in a community school model. The mean

rating was calculated to assess the overall level of importance, with the highest value
rating possible of seven. The variables were then sorted by the mean rating. See Table
to view the list of

5

I variables in their order of importance

3

according to the mean rating.
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Table 3.
CSSO Overall MeaB

Ratins of 51 Yariables GI=45)

Variable
Parental Involvement
Mental Health Services
Academic Tutoring
Crisis Intervention Services
Special Education
Before and After School Programming
Cultural Competence of Staff
Health Screening
Referral with Follow-up
Individual Counseling
Breakfast Program
Staff Support

ESL Classes
Child Care
Community Youth Service Programs
Parent Education
School-based home visiting services
Social Skills Training for Students

Mean
6.07
5.67
5.63
5.58

5.47
5.23
5.21

5.l4
5.07

5.0s
5.05
5.02

4.88
4.84
4.79
4.76
4.60
4.51

lnformation-referral to Fami ly Welfare Services
Student Mentoring Program
Early Childhood Programming
Confl ict Resolution Training

4.47
4.44
4.40
4.35

Employment/Jobs Program
Interdisciplinary Case Management teams
Family Social Events
Community Stabilization-housing
Recreational, Sports Activities
Substance Abuse Treatrnent
Group Counseling
Food Shelf
Team Building Workshops for School and Community Staff
Health and Wellness Classes
Organizational Structure
Student Parent/Family Dynamics Workshops
Community Organizing-advocacy
Adult Literacy Education
GED Classes
Family Planning
On-site Child Protection Services
Citizenship Classes
Cross-professional Training

4.23
4.05

Legal Services
Nutrition Classes
Dental Services
Intergenerational Programming
Arts and Crafts Classes
Adult Computer Classes

Thrift Store
Awareness of Community History
Theatre Activities
Simple Haircuts

4.02
4.02
3.98

3.84
3.81

3.72
3.70
3.53

3.50
3.56
3.47
3.47
3.44
3.04
3.30
3.

l9

3.12
2.95
?..91

2.88
2.35
2.33

2.09
2.00
1.93

l.93
1.49

5t
The delineation of variables according to the mean rating shows that parental

involvement, mental health services, academic tutoring, crisis intervention services,
special education and before and after school programming were rated at the highest level

of importance (critically important, n-6). (The higher the mean rating, the higher the
overall level of importance for that variable). Cultural competence of staff, health
screening, referral with follow-up, individual counseling, breakfast programs, staff
support, and ESL classes were rated the second highest (most important,

n-7). Child

care, corlmunity youth service progmms, parent education, school-based home visiting

services, social skills training for students, information-referral to family welfare
services, student mentoring program and early childhood programming were rated at the

third level of importance (very important, n:8). Conflict resolution training,
employmenUjobs program, interdisciplinary case management teams, family social
events, community stabilization-housing, recreation/sports activities, substance abuse

treatment, group counseling and food shelf were rated in the fourth level (important,

n:9).

Team building workshops for school and community staff, health and wellness

classes, organizational structure, sfudent parent/family dynamics workshops,

community organizingladvocacy, adult literacy education GED classes, and family
planning were rated in the frfth level (somewhat important,

n:8).

On-site child protection

services, citizenship classes, cross-professional training, legal services, nutrition classes,
dental services, ffid intergrenerational programming were in the sixth level (less

important,

n:7). Arts and crafts classes,

adult computer classes, thrift store, awareness

of community history, theater activities and simple haircuts were rated in the seventh

s2

level (least important,

n-6).

The Community Schools Services Q- sort (CSSQ) Levels

Importance can be seen on Table 4.

of
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Table 4.
CSSO Lpvels of Importance

Levels of Importance
Critically Important
Parental Involvement
Mental Health Services
Academic Tutoring
Crisis Intervention Services
Special Education
Before and After School Programming

Most Important
Cultural Competence of Staff
Health Smeening
Referral with Follow-up
Individual Counseling
Breakfast Programs

StaffSupport
ESL Classes

Vrry Importent
Child Care
Community Youth Service Programs
Parent Education

School-based home visiting services
Social Skills Training for Students
In formation-rcfcrral to Fami ly We I fare Serv i ces
Student Mentoring Program
Early Childhood Programming

Important
Confl ict Resolution Training
Employment/Jobs Program
Interdisciplinary Case Management teams
Family Social Events

Community Stabilization-housing
Recreational, Sports Activities
Substance Abuse Treatment
Group Counseling
Food Shelf

Somewhat Important
Team Building Workshops for School and Community Staff
Health and Wellness Classes
Organ izational Structure
Student Parent/Family Dynamics Workshops
Community Organizing-advocacy
Adult Literacy Education

GED Classes
Family Planning
Less

Importrnt
On-site Child Protection Services
Citizenship Classes
Cross-professional Training
Legal Services

Nutrition Classes
Dental Services
Intergenerational Programming

Leest Importent

Aru

and Crafts Classes

Adult Computer Classes

Thrift Store
Awareness of Community History
Theatre Activities
Simple Haircuts
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Variation of Mean Ratings by School Type
This section covers variations of mean rating of respondents by school type.
Figure 5 illustrates the comparison of mean ratings by respondents' school type
(elementary, junior high/middle school, senior high school and other). The cornparison
shows similarities and some differences.
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Figure

5,

Top Five Variables By School Type
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In looking at the mean variations between those employed in different school
types, there are more similarities than differences. In the top five ranked variables (with a
mean rating at 5.00 or above) respondents from all school types identified three of the

five variables - parental involvement, mental health services and crisis intervention

as

those of high importance. Two variables, academic tutoring and special education,

illustrated differences. Junior high/middle school respondents ranked academic tutoring

significantly higher at 6.50 than the other school types. Elementary school and senior
high school respondents identified special education as more important (6.10 and 6.25
versus 4.50 and 4.60).

Comparison of.Mean Ratings,of Top Ten Ranked Variables According to Number
of Years Employed as School Social Worker (SSIV)
There were some similarities and some differences in the mean ratings of the top
ten variables as to whether a respondent had worked less than ten years or ten years or

more. Table 5 and Table 6 illustrate the comparison.
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Table 5.
Mean Ra tins of Ton Ten V

hles bv SSW's > en Years

G=23)

Variable

Mean

Parental involvement

6.40

Crisis intervention services

5.75

Mental health services

5.65

Special education

5.45

Individual counseling

5.45

Academic tutoring

5.40

Referral with follow-up

5.25

Health screening

5.15

Staff support

4.95

ESL classes

4.85

Tahle 6.
Mean Rating of Top Ten Yeriables bv SSW,s < Ten yeaI!

(u:22)
Variable

Mean

Cultural competence of staff

5.9s

Parental involvement

5.85

Academic tutoring

s.80

Mental health services

5.75

Before and after school programming

s.60

Special education

5.50

Crisis intervention services

5.40

Breakfast programs

5.25

Health screening

5.20

Staff support

5.l0
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Respondents in the less than ten years and ten years or more group ranked seven

of the top ten variables similarly. The variables are parental involvement, crisis
intervention services, mental health services, special education, academic tutoring, health
screening and staff support. One note is that the ten years or more group ranked parental

involvement signiricantly higher (6.40) than the second, or next highest ranked variable
(5.75) and significantly higher (6.40) than the less than ten years group (5.85).

Differences in the ranking of the top ten variables were that respondents in the ten years
or more group included three variables that the less than ten years group did not. They
were individual counseling, referral with follow-up and ESL classes. Similarly,
respondents in the less than ten years group ranked three variables in the top ten that the
ten years or more group did

not. They included cultural competence of stafl before and

after school programming and breakfast programs.

In addition, relatively speaking, respondents who worked ten years or more ranked
Iegal services, family planning, student parent/family dynamics workshops, health and
wellness classes and on-site child protection services significantly higher than did
respondents who worked less than ten years. Conversely, respondents who worked Iess
than ten years ranked interdisciplinary case management teams, cross-professional

training, before and after school programming, cultural competence of staff and schoolbased home visiting services significantly higher than did respondents who worked ten
years or more.
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Oual

tive Data

dinss

The following section will present study findings on: (1) the respondents'

definition/concept of a community school model, (2) respondents' report about current
efforts outside the regular curriculum being done to enhance educational outcomes for

children, (3) perceived barriers to improving services that lead to increased educational
outcomes for children, and (a) additional services and factors considered important in a

community school model. The data were content analyzed to identifu main themes. The
themes from the definitions/concepts, current efforts being done to improve educational
outcomes for children , ffid perceived barriers to implementation will be highlighted.
The additional services and factors that were given will be listed.

Definition/Concept
Forty-three out of the forty-five respondents wrote their definition or concept of a
community school model. Nine themes were identified in their responses. They

included:

(l)

has easily accessible services, (2) provides a variety

of services, (3) places

emphasis on education of the student, (4) serves all corrmunity members, (5) is a place
where families are educated, (6) meets the multiple needs of families, (7) is a

collaborative effort of neighbors, community agencies, social service organizations and

school, (8) has parental involvement, and (9) is defined and governed by community.
Most responses included more than one theme in their definition, so the number
responses

will

be more than

43.

See

of

Appendix C for a complete list of all responses.

Each of the themes and the number of times it was mentioned is described in Tab le

7

.
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Table 7.
Themes in Respond-.ents' Definition/Concent of a Communitv

School (U=43)
Themes

No. of Times
Mentioned

Easily accessible services

l8

Variety of many services offered

18

Emphasis on education of student

t7

Serves all community members

l6

Meets the multiple needs of

t4

families
Where families are educated

13

Collaborative effon

1l

Parental involvement

10

Defined and governed by

I

community

These themes reinforce the ecological fiamework as all systems are mentioned:

the student, the parent/family and community. Also, the importance of interaction
between systems is identified: "serves all cormunity members", "collaborative effort,,
and "defined and govemed by corrmunity".

6r

Current Efforts Outside the Resular Curriculum
Educational
for Children

Done to Enhance

There were 48 services that were listed as things being done outside the regular

curriculum to improve educational outcomes for children. Services listed and the number
of times listed are tutoring (17); after school programming (13); emphasis on parental
involvement (12); services from the community (1 l); and parent education (8). Others
that were mentioned less than a total of five times are health screening, individual

counseling, monthly newsletter, field trips, school sports, Even Start, culture specific
counseling, early childhood family education (ECFE), ALC program, invisible walls

curriculum, building social skills of students, community service projects for students,
Transition Head Start, Title I Reading program, mentoring, collaboration with colleges,

conflict resolution training, prepared meals, violence prevention, corlmunity education,
school open for extended hours, Health Start, Stride, community connections to
housing, food and clothing, referral to community services, DARE drug program,

cultural events, child care, family recreation, read-a-thons, and harassment education.

Barriers to Improyinq,services that l,ead to Increased Educational
Outcomes.for Children
EerQFived

There were 48 factors mentioned as barriers to implementing services or systems

to increase educational outcomes for children- The two barriers mentioned the most
times were lack of funding (21 times) and limited parental involvement (17 times). Then,
there was a large drop to the next seven factors which were mentioned five or six times:

lack of trained staff; not enough time to assess, plan, brainstorm ideas; tradition resistance to change; transportation; lack of communication between service providers;
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cultural and language barriers; and inflexibility of staff and systems. See Table 8 for the
nine factors mentioned the most times as barriers to increasing services that lead to
increased educational outcomes for children.

Tahle

8. Barriers Perceived by Respondents to Increasinq
Educational Outcomes for Children (n=37)

Barriers

# of Times
Mentioned

Funding-lack of money

2l

Limited parental involvement

t7

Lack of trained staff

6

Not enough time to assess, plan, brainstorm ideas

6

Tradition-resistance to change

5

No transportation

5

Lack of communication between service providers

5

Inflexibility of staff and sysrems

5

Other perceived barriers mentioned l-4 times: poor attendance by students; not
enough tutors; politics of administration; adult illiteracy; attitude of isolation; apathy;

indifference; lack of creativity; lack of follow-up by students; inactive building

administrator; homelessness; weak leadershipladministration; led by a legion of
"experts" who are living in a different world; poor adult role models; societal values
(stadium more important than children); inabilify to take responsibitity for one's own
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behavior; additional structure and space needed; current standards are not being met;

public skepticism about investing in other people's children; hungry kids.

Additional

Needed (Not Mentioned in the Survev)

Additional services needed to improve educational outcomes of students which
could be included in a community school were listed by 21 of the 45 respondents.
Twenty-three additional services and factors were listed. Access to transportation was
listed five times. Other services that were listed most often including the number of
times each was mentioned is seen on Table

9. Additional services and factors

were each mentioned one time by respondents are listed in Appendix C.

Table 9. Additional Sqfvices Needed

G=ll)

Service

# of Times
Mentioned

Transportation

5

Central clinic with medical and
mental health services that accepts
students/families regardless of health
coverage

2

Coordination of community service
projects for students

2

Increased work programs for students

2

Note: Additional services needed are listed in Appendix C (g=lg)

needed that
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Chapter Five

Discussion and Implications
This section covers a discussion of the literature review and the research analysis.

It includes the research pu{pose, limitations of the findings and relevance to the research
questions. It also includes a discussion of the services and factors ranked most important
relative to a community school model and the central themes identified in the
definition/concept of a conlmunity school. Next, the implications for social work
practice, policy and research are discussed.
Research Purpose

The purpose of the research was to find out how school social workers in the Saint
Paul School District

l) define a community

school model and 2) how they prioritize the

important services and factors that could be included in a corrmunity school. The non-

probability prr.posive sample included social workers who have been employed in the
Saint Paul School District for an average of I 1 years. They have worked with teachers
and other school personnel in advancing the purposes of education and are often the

link

between home and school.

Limitations
The purposive sampling was not a random sample, and cannot be generalized to

all school social workers. The school district chosen for the study is representative of
only one district in the state of Minnesota. Not all professionals who are interested and
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who have contributed to the planning and development of community schools are
represented. The representation of the entire sample population is unknown. Data
regarding gender and race are also unknown, which excluded potential analysis of these
factors.
The Q-sort has some limitations. The size of the study population was too small

to utilize factor analysis, which is a common component of analyzing Q-sort data (Carr,

1992). The reliability of the results of the study is limited due to the small sample size.
The use of the Q-sort technique required that the researcher create the list of

5l

services

and factors important in a community school model from the literature review and

discussion with community school collaborators, which limited and possibly biased the
services and factors listed.
The limitations of the study include the inability to generalize research results to

all school districts, as only one school district was used. The sample population was
exclusively social workers, and opinions of school administrators, community members
and parent representatives and students were not incorporated in this study.

Q-sort Technique
The use of the Q-sort analysis required the researcher to create the list of 5l
variables of important services and factors to consider in a community school model

which limited the services and factors listed.
The Q-sort is a card-sorting method which is practical and frequently appropriate

(Mowrer, 1953), but may be limited due to the complexity of instructions and time factor
needed to complete the sort.

It is a forced prioritizing of variables and some respondents
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may have been frustrated by this. Although they followed the forced sorting protocol,

two respondents gave their opinion about the difficulty of the forced prioritization.
The question about additional services and factors considered important in a

cortmunity school model was an attempt to cover additional items not mentioned in the
list of 51 variables. Of the 2l of the 45 respondents who listed additional services, nine
stated that the list was thorough enough, or re-emphasized the need to include one or

more the

5l listed for the Q-sort. Twenty-three additional services

were listed as needed

in a community school model.
Exploratory Research
School-linked services initiatives have emerged in several states in an effort to
address low academic achievement of children. Few would disagree with Koppich

&

Kirst (1993) that "children's educational prospects, their chances for success in school,
are profoundly affected by a host of non-school factors -

family support systems,

opportunities for healthful recreation and the status of physical and mental health" (p.
124). And even though there has been a proliferation of school and community
partnerships developed to provide services that lead to increased educational outcomes of

children, little information is available regarding how such initiatives function and the
degree to which they affect those they

serve. Principles for developing integrated

services systems have been developed by a group of national organizations. Goals 2000
and Improving America's Schools Act (IASA) contain provisions relating to coordinated
services designed to give students and families better access to the social and health
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services necessary for success in school. And

yet, there are no national standards or

models and states have developed different variations of school-based senrices programs.
Research articles and literature on efforts about integration of schools and various

services continue to be published. These concerted efforts verifies the importance of this

topic.
Relevance to Research Ouestior-rs

A list of 5l services and factors from the literature review were used in the Q-sort
analysis for the survey. The

5l

variables were divided into seven categories:

(l) academic support and enrichment,

(2) adult education, (3) child/youth programs,

(4) community, (5) family support, (6) health and wellness and (7) school staff. The 5l

individual senrices and factors listed in the Q-sort are delineated within these categories.
Table l0 outlines the seven categories and each of the 51 services and factors.
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Table 10.
Seven_Categories of Important Services and Factofs
in a Community School Mode-l
7 Categories from the

5l Important

Seruices and Factons

ACAIIEMICSUPPORT&ENRICHMENT (Meanrating

3.7)

student mentoring
academic tutoring
theater activities
social skills haining
arts and crafu classes

ADULT

EDUCATION

(Mean

raring 3.5)

(Mean

rating 4|t)

(Mean

rating 4.0)

(Mean

rating 4.0)

GED classes
adult computer classes

citizenship classes
adult Iiteracy education
ESL classes

CHILII/YOUTH

PROGRAMS

special education
recreational, sports activities
confl ict resolution training
early childhood pro gramming
before and after school programming

COMMTINITY

parental involvement

community stabilization-housing
community youth service programs
community organizing-advocacy
awareness of community history
organizational structure

FAMILY

SLJPPORT
mental health services
intergenerational programming
legal services
referral and follow-up

food shelf
i nfo rmation/referral
to fam i I y we I fare serv
parent education

i

ce s

child care
on-site child protcction services
employmenUjobs programs
crisis intervention services
individual counseling
group counseling
family social events

thrift store
simple haircuts
studenUfamily dynamics workshops
school-based home visiting

HEALTII & WELLNESS

(Mean

rating 3.8)

(Mean

rating 4.2)

health screening

nutrition classes
dental services
family planning
substance abuse treatment

breakfast programs
health and wellness classes

SCHOOL STAFF
staff support
cross-professional training
cultural competence of staff
team building workshops
inter-discipl inary case management teams
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According to the results of delineation of the services and factors into categories,
four of the seven categories - child/youth programs, cornrnunity, family support and
school staff - emerged as the most important. Each of these categories contains at least
one of the seven top ranked variables. They are: child/youth programs contains special
education and before and after school programming; community has parental

involvement; family support includes mental health services and crisis intervention; and
school staff includes cultural cornpetence of staff.

All of these particular services are

listed numerous times in the literature. Placing all

5l

services into the seven categories

illustrates a broad view that all "categories" are important, with not much variation in
mean between them - from 3.5 to 4.7. This parallels the literature which contains a large

quantity about each of the many services and the positive impact and effectiveness of
them, but little information on prioritizing services and factors important in a community
school model. Rather, the literature discusses the many ways and varied components that
are culrently part of service integration in schools and research showing the relevance

of

these to increased student achievement.

Seryices and Factors Ranked Mo.$t Important

According to the results of the Q-Sort, the most important services and factors
that should be included in a community school are parental involvement, mental health
services, academic tutoring, crisis intervention services, special education, before and
after school progriffilming and culttral competence of staff.

All of these are listed

numerous times in the literature review. Parental involvement and mental health services
are discussed in a great number of articles and research reports.
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Parental

ent

Parental involvement is generally thought of as drawing parents into the school

milieu and the educational process to perform circumscribed roles (Cone et al, 1985).
Evidence is mounting that when parents are involved in their children's education, the

children perform better in school (Kurtz & Barth, lg89).
Most education research clearly demonstrates that schools are much more
effective at educating alt children if they have strong partnerships with families,
specifically parents (Family Resource Coalition, 1993). And, many programs across the
country are aimed at empowering parents to take proactive roles in the education of their
children, whether it be to involve parents as assistants in the classroom or on field trips or
advisors in school policy decision-making (Family Resource Coalition, 1993).
Several successful school-linked services programs include parental involvement
as a major component. In fact, sometimes the school-based services have led the way

for

parents to be involved because the schools offer them services they understand, need and

cannot otherwise afford. Examples are free medical care for their children, family
counseling, piuent education, advocacy and referral (Dryfoos, l9g4).
The Communities in Schools (CIS) program in Texas is designed to provide a

holistic approach to addressing multiple needs of students. While CIS programs vary
from site to site, all programs emphasize parental involvement. Examples are that
interagency multi-disciplinary staff works with parents to increase school attendance,

improve academic achievement, promote social and personal development and develop

7t
employment and vocational skills. In addition, the CIS program staff makes every effort
to increase pirental involvement in school activities (Family Resource Coalition, 1993).
In New Haven, the School Development Program (SDP), initiated by Dr. James P.
Comer, Director of the Yale Child Study Center, relies heavily on parental involvement at
three levels: shaping policy through their representatives on the governance and
management team; participating in activities supporting the school program; and
attending school events. As a result of parental involvement, the school climate and
sfudent behavior improved, and more parents began to attend school activities (Comer,
l e88).

A study was conducted in 1986 by a group of school social worker practitioners
through the Network for the Evaluation of School Social Work Practice. They found out
from respondents (253 school social workers from 24 states) that about 37%of theirtime
was spent working with parents. This percentage decreased across the school years and
ranged significantly from 46.5 (preschool) to 32.2 (senior high). School social workers
need parental involvement primarily to help resolve school-based problems of discipline,

handicapping conditions, academic failure, mental health and truancy. They are involved
together to help solve family-based problems of child rearing and management, parent-

child communication, family transition, child abuse and neglect, financial difficulties,
limited parental capacity and housing issues. This study pointed to the facts that most
school social workers viewed working with parents as an essential part of their role and

that school social workers often used the same kinds of parent involvement strategies especially parent conferences - regardless of the issue or problem (Kurtz

& Barth,

1989).
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Kurtz's review of the literature points out that parent participation in public
education has produced notable benefits in terms of improved preschool pupil
achievement, better parent emotional well-being, and increased quality of child caring

skills (Kurtz, 1988).
Finally, evidence shows that through parental involvement and cooperative homeschool partnerships, out-of-school time can be used more efficiently for the welfare

of

students and of the nation (Crowson, 1992). Lyrur Olson (1990b, p.20) sunmarizes Anne

Henderson's (1987) synthesis of research as follows:
a
a

a

Students in schools that maintain frequent contact with their corlmunities out
perform those in other schools.
Children whose parents are in touch with the school score higher on
standardized tests than do children of similar aptitude and family background
whose parents are not involved.
Students who are failing in school improved dramatically when their parents
are called in to help.

The analysis of respondents' ratings of variables found "parental involvement"
ranked not only at the highest mean rating level, but also rated much higher (6.07) than
the second highest rated variable (5.67). See Table

3.

Analysis also showed agreement

that parental involvement is "critically important" by social workers employed in all
school types as shown in Figure 5.

M.ental Health Serryices
Both within regular education and within special education, there seems to be
recognition that access to school-based mental health servic.es can have a positive impact
on students, on teachers and on school climate (Knitzer, Steinberg & Fleisch, l9g0).
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Schools have been mandated to become more active in the mental health

of

children. Public Law 94'142 requires schools to provide the educational and related
services needed by children with physical and mental handicaps (Tuma, 1989).
Several different approaches are being used to bring mental health services into

schools: on-site counseling and treatment for mental health problems by mental health
professionals; building mental health teams to work with school personnel to develop
more effective responses to children at risk; and development and implementation

of

competency-building curricula in the classroom (Dryfoos, l9g3).
In addition, there has been an emergence of centers within schools that provide
actual screening, diagnosis and treatment for psychosocial disorders. These direct seruice
programs are similar to school-based health clinics but begin with the specific goal

of

remediation of psychosocial issues. An example of this type of mental health program is

in operation in the School-Based Youth Services Program in New Brunswick, New
Jersey (Dryfoos, 1993). There are other mental health programs around the country

offered by schools through the efforts of community mental health centers, university
psychology and social work departments, and mental health practitioners.
Providing needed mental health services for students in a school setting

is a

challenge because of the need to treat children within the context of their families and to

involve parents in the planning and delivery of services for their children. Also, families

with children receiving mental health services often receive services from other systems
and a case management function is often lacking that helps decrease confusion for parents
and duplication of efforts (Newton-Logsdon, l9g3).
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According to the mean rating of the Q-sort, mental health services is second
highest in order of importance. See Table

3. The analysis of respondents by school

type shows that mental health services are rated with little differences in mean:
elementary, 5.80; junior high, 5.20; senior high, 5.45 and other, 5.45. See Figure 5. In

addition, respondents in the group who worked less than ten years as a school social
worker rated mental health services similarly with those respondents who worked ten
years or more as a school social

Table

6.

worker: 5.65 and 5.75, respectively.

See Table 5 and

These findings parallel what Dryfoos (1994) reports that "when school-hased

clinic providers are asked what the largest unmet need is among their clients, they most
frequently mention mental health counseling" (p. 52).

Definition/Concept of a Communitv School
The literature review reveals there is no one definition or concept that describes a

community school. There is a continuum across which exists a wide range of programs
and models having various structures and characteristics.

An initial idea of the cortmunity school, first proposed during the Depression,
was to provide educational and recreational activities to meet the needs of the

community. The "community school" at that time may have also contained health and
counseling services as well as opportunities for residents to be involved in community

activities. Since then, the community school model has evolved and includes many
different partnerships of public and private entities, parents and corlmunities. Schoolbased services models in the last decade also depend on various funding sources and

include a wide range of types of services.
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based services models in the last decade also depend on various funding sources and

include a wide range of types of services.

While community school models seldom look alike or operate in similar ways,
corrmon characteristics that are found in most models are that they are community-based,
family-centered, contain health and social services of all kinds and are open for extended
hours and days.

Nine themes were identified in the definitions of a community school model
written by the survey respondents:

(l) has easily accessible

services, (2) provides a

variety of services, (3) places emphasis on education of the student, (4) serves all
community members, (5) is a place where families are educated, (6) meets the multiple
needs of

families, (7) is a collaborative effort of neighbors, corlmunity agencies, social

service organizations and school, (8) has parental involvement, and (9) is defined and
governed by the community. See Table

7. The respondents' definitions

are congruent

with most of the components identified in the literature review.
Studv Implications
This study has a sixty percent response rate. The data from the study provides a

fairly clear picture of how school social workers in the Saint Paul School District define a
community school model and prioritize services that are important in the model.
Respondents have identified barriers to implementation and listed additional services that

could be included in a community school.

An important note is that health and related services was not discussed in this
study as one of the most important services in a community school because it was ranked
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eighth in the Q-sort (mean

5.

l4). However,

there is a great amount of research, articles

and reports about school-based health services in the literature. In fact, the creation

of

school-based health clinics has been one of the responses to meet the needs of children
and families in efforts to promote school success for children. Also, a "central clinic"
was mentioned two times by survey respondents as an additional service needed (not in

Q-sort). And, a "full-time school nurse" was listed one time by a survey respondent as an
additional service needed. This topic could constitute an entire research study.
Two variables not discussed in the findings, but ranked as critically important,
were academic tutoring and crisis intervention services. Academic tutoring, which was

highly ranked, and an important service to consider, is self explanatory. There is not an
abundance of literature about

it other than the fact that many children need individual

assistance with their studies, especially math and reading. In addition, crisis intervention
services points to the reality of present day school environments and needs. This fact

makes it challenging to adhere to the recommendation that school social workers must
adopt practice approaches that are more anticipatory and proactive....and must be built on
and incorporate prevention principles and a systems perspective versus the medical model
and crisis intervention (Hare, 1994).

Another area not discussed in the findings section, is the variable of community
organizing-advocacy. Articulate grass roots support is an essential part in convincing
citizens and decision makers about the benefits of a new coillmunity school. Parents,
students and community leaders can strengthen the support by speaking at neighborhood
and city and county public hearings and planning sessions (Dryfoos, 1993). One survey
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respondent wrote on the card that each community needs to do this - that is how a

corrmunity school will happen.
Additionally the variable of cultural competence of staff was ranked

as most

important (overall mean,5.2l). Respondents who worked as school social workers less
than ten years ranked cultural competence of staff highest (mean, 5.95). This coincides

with the literature about this nation's demographic shift and the challenges for service
providers unaccustomed to this new client population. Chang (1993) states,

"Designing school-linked services that take into account the
growing diversity requires the individuals and organizations involved
to address a number of difficult issues, ranging from reconsidering the
methodology used for conducting needs assessments and the cultural
and linguistic appropriateness of the services provided to rethinking
traditional notions about who should be involved in planning and
providing services to communities. Efforts that narrowly focus on
increasing the efficiency of the service system without paying attention
to issues of cultural and linguistic appropriateness or the dynamics of
this nation's racial politics will fail" (p. 213).
There have been a large number and diverse models of school-based and school-

linked programs that have emerged in the last decade. There will need to be research
conducted on the effectiveness of these models including numbers utilizing services,

long-term outcomes (school retention and achievement) and cost benefits.
Conchlsion

All the literature and

studies that this researcher reviewed, and the one completed

here, seem to conclude that school-community partnerships that emphasize parental

involvement can be created. And, that this community school model can provide
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numerous and varied seruices in order to improve children's academic achievement. The
services include mental health, special education, academic futoring, crisis intervention
services and before-and-aft er-school-pro gramming.

It is definitely too much to expect from the already overloaded school social
worker to take on additional tasks that include this paradigm shift. Still, this researcher
agrees with Clancy (1995) that school social workers must strive to adopt a generalist

approach and practice at the micro,mezzo and macro levels. National Association

of

School Social Worker's standards state that the school social worker work collaboratively

to mobilize the resources of the local education conrmunity and the community to meet
the needs of children and families. Again, it would be difficult to increase current work
loads of school social workers, but participation and facilitation in the systems change

could be applied. Also, based on their training and role, they are well-equipped to provide
a strong basis and opporhmity

for involving parents.

One barrier not discussed in the study is the lack of coherence in policy and

practice relative to the needs of family and children in society. A conceptual frarnework
was developed (Bruininks et al, 1994) to address strategies needed for systems of support

that ensure a healthy future for children and the authors very clearly articulate that the
collaboration with schools is the most important and best plaee for service delivery for
meeting the needs of children and families.

In an effort to promote educational outcomes for children, issues that face our
entire community need to be addressed. Many of the areas were mentioned throughout

this study. Th"y include the need to adapt our schools to deal with learning readiness

79

problems and accorrmodate a range of students with different abilities. Ensuring that all
students receive a good education

will

prepare them for productive citizenship (Wilder

Foundation, 1997).
The intention of this research project was to identiff school social workers
responses relative to a community school. Important senrices and factors were identified
and ranked in order of importaflce as well as main themes regarding the definition and

concept of a community school. We found that a school is an accessible, established

institution in a community and a place where problems can be identified early, prevention
practices applied and crisis situations addressed and reduced. These facts make the
school a logical place to develop a community school. The role of the school social

workers may change with the opportunities to facilitate development and implementation

of services in the community school movement. The additional services needed
identified by respondents points to the multiple needs of students and families that was
also found in the literature. Finally, the common thread that runs through approaches to a

coilrmunity school model is emphasis on respect for parents, sharing of power and

territory and the explicit goal of achieving school success for all children.
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Appendix A

c.o.L.L.E.G.E
March 3, 1997
TO:

Judith I. Muenzhaber
2316 Montana Avenue East
Maplewood MN 55119

c

FROM: Rita Weisbrod, Ph.D.
Chair

kutitutional Revierv Board
(612) 330-1227 or FAX 330-1649

RE:

Your IRB application

: "School

Social Work's response relative to a community school model"-

I have received your letter of February 25 regarding changes to your project. I am pleased to inform you
that your project has norv been approved.
Your IRB #

is

# 96 - 36 -

l.

This number should appear on your cover letter.

You have been assigned College Bos # 404 for the return of sunreys. These should be addressed to you at
that box number, Augsburg College. l,2l I Riverside Avenue, Minneapelis MN 5545.1. You are the only
person authorized to pick up these surveys at the mail room, which is open from 9:30a.m. - 4 p.m.
Monday through Fridays. Please call 330-l I 19 to reach mail room sta.ff.

If there are anY zubstantive changes to your project regarding the use of human subjects, you should let
me knorv so that they may be revieu,ed for possibte increased risk.
I wish you u,el[ in your project!

Copy: Sharon Parten, Thesis Adviser

221 1 Riverside Avenue

. Minneapolis, MN 55454 . Tel. (612) 330-1000 . Fax (612) gB0-1649
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Appendix B

SAIHT PAUL PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Department of Teachlng and Learning
Special Educatlon Programs

[TEMOHA-l{_puM
TO:

All School Social Workers

FROM:

william Mockenhaupt

Gt-)

Lead School Social Worker

DATE:

December 16, 1996

HE:

Judy Muenzhuber's (School Social work Intern) study

/ya.V Muenzhuber is a school social work intern working with Ken Neustel at Johnson
High School.
.She is a graduate student at Augsburg iottege and iJiorrlctin[?ata on
the con.eP.t of community school models as thEy int6rface ilitn our schoorlv=i-ffi.d
school social work.
She will be send.ing ma!Y.,of you queitionnaires to fill out. Please give her your
cooperation by filling out th.ese questionnaires as this can expand 6ur kno*feOge
base and perceptions of this viable concept.

Thank you.
WM/al
cc

Patricia Fernandez, Director of special Education
Judy Muenzhuber, Johnson High School Social work lntern

5, 1gg7
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School Social Worker:

Appendix B

working on my graduate degree in social work at Augsburg college. As pan of my graduate program, I am
pleting an internship as a school social worker in the Saint Paul School District
are invited to participate in a research study of school social workers responses relative to a community
l. You are invited to participate because of your position as a school social worker in the Saint Paul
ool District. The study is being conducted as part of my master's thesis at Augsburg College.
purpose of the study is to identify responses of school social workers that specifically address the definition
d prioritization of key services and factors relative to a community school model. The construct of a

nity school is defined as a mix of services, defined by a particular community, intended to improve
onal outcomes for children, located in or near the school for extended hours for students and families. A
unity school design is curently in the planning and development stage by the Saint Paul Public Schools,
City of Saint Paul, Ramsey Counry, various Saint Paul neighborhood communities and the Amherst H.
Foundation.
urvey wt II take ap proxr mate v rhi rty m tn u te S o f v our ttme to com p ete Y our parttc p atr on n the S tudy w
w me to gather accurate and comp lete data re gardi ng your respon SE to que sri o NS a bou t a co mm u n ty sch oo
del Th ts re se arc h shoul d hel p thos e n the pl an nl ng and de vel op ment o f communl ty S ch ool mode S b
v
tify n o are AS n w hi ch the partners n communlty schoo ln tr atl ves need to focu S
S

do n o p u t you r name or an v othe r den tifyi ng informati on o n the SUTVE or on the en vel ope S All
v
pleted SU rve v S wl il be ke pt pil VAte and ocked n a sec ure oc a ri o n n my h ome The returned surve wl ll be
v
n ymou S an d I w1 II not know who you are AII data will be presen red n summary and n o respon dent w iil be
tifiab e. There are no iden tifiab Ie rI sks for you n partic pa tin bo n this research S tud n or are the re an
v
v
be nefi TS or re w ards offered Y our parti c pati on IS en tirel vo un tary and your deci SI on w hethe r or n ot to
v
c p ate w
not affect v our rel ari on ship to the S al nt P au Pu b ti c Sch ool S or Au gs burg C o lege
ou ch oose to partic pa te please c o mplete the enc losed S urve wl rhi n two weeks Onl S urveys recel ved by
v
v
20 I 997 w il I be incl uded n the s tudy There are tw o parts to the surve
I
a
proc
e SS to sort and
)
v
ttze k ey S ervt ce S and factors c ons idered to be 1m portan 1n a c omm u n ty SC hoo n S al n t P au
t ls an
al research exercise, but fun, and 2) a one page questionnaire asking you six questions. Detailed

ctions are enclosed. Return of the questionnaire and envelopes indicates consent and your role in the
v
ate very muc h v our trme and consl dera ri on of thi S research stud
v If you are n terested n rh e fin di ngs
s S tud v the v wl be a vat abl e by J u
I 997 Fe el free to con tact me at an v me w rh questr on S ou may
v
v
re gardi n bo rhi S researc h stu dv or v ou ma v C al m thes ls ad vl sor S haron Patte n, Ph D at 3 30- I 7 23

v

k you for your cooperation.
cerely,
y Muenzhuber
W Student at Augsburg College
9715 (home) 642-2094 (work)
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Part II

Ou.estionnaire

Appendix B

School Social Worker's Response Relative to a Community School Model
Please write or type your responses. Feel free to use any additional paper, or
write on the back of this page.
Please circle the type

of

school(s) in which you are employed.

a. Elementary school
b. Junior High/Middle school

c. Senior High school
d. Other

please specify)

the length of time that you have been employed as a school
social worker in the St. Paul School District.
# of years

2

Please indicate

3.

In your own words, describe your idea of the concept of a community school.

4

Is there anything being done in your school outside of the regular curriculum that enhances
educational outcomes for children?

5

In your opinion, what are the top three barriers to improving services that lead to increased
educational outcomes for children ?

6

Please list any additional services and factors that you think are needed in a community school
(that are not listed in the survey).
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Important Services and Factors Relative to a Community School Model
(not in any order)

- health screening
- mental health services
- special education
- parental involvement
- nutrition classes
- staff support
- Iegai services
- GED classes
- adult computer classes
- intergenerational programming
- referral with follow-up
- recreational, sports activities
- conflict resolution training
- cross-professional training
- cultural competence of staff
- food shelf
- community stabilization-housing
- student mentoring program
- citizenship classes
- info./referral to family welfare services
- parent education
- child care
- academic tutoring
- theater activities
- on-site child protection services
- team building workshops for sehool and

-

employmenUjobs program
case management teams
- crisis intervention services
- dental services
- early childhood programming
- community youth service programs
- family planning
- individual counseling
- group counseling
- substance abuse treatment
- community organizing/advocacy
- adult literacy education
- family social events
- before and after school programming
- thrift store
- simple haircuts
- awareness of community history
- student/parent family dynamics
workshops
- social skills training for students
- school-based home visiting services
- breakfast programs
- ESL classes
- organizational structure
- health and wellness classes
- arts and crafts classes

- interdisciplinary

community staff

Q.SORT TECHNIQUE WITH 51 YARIABLES

x

x
X
X
X
X

X
X

x

x
x

X
X
X
X
X
X

x
x
x
x

7

6

\,

Most
Important
(sE\rEN)

Important
(ETGHT)

ritically
ortant
(SIX)

X

X
X
X

x
X
X
X

x

x
x

X
X
X
X
X
X

x
x

X
X
X
X
X

4

3

)

Somewhat
Important
(ETGHT)

Less

Important
(NrNE)

very

x
v

Important

(sEvEN)

X
X
X
X
X
X
1
Least
Important
(SIX)
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Appendix C
Addifion

s enrices Needed

of Men tioned in th Sunrev)*

On-site rehab center for adolescent offenders

Policy for a student to stay in school even if family moves to another area

Full time school nurse
Police liasion on-site
Truant officer and intensive truancy supervision
Chemical dependency treatment for parents, such as AA, Narcotics Anon

Must decide why do we want children in the school building - education or services?
Education for parents - students about making a living (survival)
Increased level of comfort for parents toward school

Family education for high school students

A family resource center
In-school suspension (ISS) room with an EBD teacher
Training for parents on how to participate in a bureaucratic-type structure
Housing for homeless teens
Alternative classes for non-traditional learners

A way to ensure that minority parents, workers and young adults
making
Interperters
Gang intervention specialists

Adult parent/family mentors
*Also, see Table

9.

be part of decision
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Appendix D
Responses to the Question: In your own words, describe your idea of the concept
of a community school.

" A community school is a collaborative effort which includes members of the
neighborhood community agencies, social service organizations working with a school to

provide easily accessible services to students and their families."

"A community school is a school where families

are educated.

It is a place they

can go to get connected to their community and to access a network of holistic services
designed to meet the real needs of families."

"A community school would interact with neighborhood residents, businesses,
churches, recreational facilities and social service agencies for the benefit of community
as a whole as

well as the student and faculty."

"A school that acts like a social

service agency where children go to school and

where their families go to receive information on the services they need. Educational
classes for students and parents.."

"Access and programs for all ages and families..,,

"A community school is a place where school staff children,

parents, families,

agencies (county, private, hospitals, clinics) and the community work together."

"I don't believe in the concept of a community school.',
"Similar to the original concept of settlement houses (i.e. Jane Addams). A
generalist approach serving all ages and all cultures. Services to include homemaking,
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child rearing, employment counseling, recreation, education, family planning, conflict
resolution, crisis intervention, health, etc.."
"Where a large number of services are provided focusing on assisting children and
parents to overcome the physical, educational obstacles families face."

"Attended only by children in the neighborhood; run by a community-parent

board; employs and trains parents; and has resources identified

as needed

by parents, not

Wilder, school board or school social workers."
"Community schools promote lifelong learning; enhance parent involvement in

a

child's education, and creatively combines the power of various collaborators to
maximize student achievement."

"Utilization of all community resources - including parents and residents to work
together with the schools so that students and their families can benefit to the ;maximum

of the complete educational experience."
o'A

school that has other social services in or near the school such as food shelf,

medical and dental services, rec center, and clothing store (i.e. Salvation Army, Good

will)."
"Establish links with parents and community members and organizations so that
they all are involved in a variety of ways everyday in school.. Eliminate most top down
structural impediments to service delivery to students such as eligibility requirements.
This should be a school-based issue."
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"To educate the child and the family and help them prepare for the future...for the

corlmunity and families to be involved in the schools."

"A neighborhood school that works to meet the needs of the student/family
population that it serves -- stressing academic needs and also working to meet the social,
economic and environmental needs."

"A school that provides

an extensive array

of services to provide for the needs of

students/parents of the corrmunity to which the school is located."

"A school that brings essential services to families/communities closer to the
people who need those services - and also provide information, refeffal and educational
services to the community to enable its citizens to better access and utilize services

available."
"The services reflect the need of that specific cofilmunity -services to support the

family system in order to improve the educational outcomes for the children."

"I would define it much

as you have

in the cover letter - third paragraph."

"Educating parents (or guardians) and their children and with support services
they need."

"A community school should still emphasize education first

and the social

services after that."

"A community school is a school where a variety of services are offered to
enhance the wellness and growth of the whole child (and his or her

family)."
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"Many services under one roof where diverse groups of people enjoy coming,
come by choice, parents are able to be involved in their child's education because it is
convenient, welcoming, and has high level services - the school would be for the
education of whole family and community - there would be direct communication
between professionals.

"A school that

"
stays open beyond the traditional school day to provide education,

social services and recreational activities to students, their families and all community

members. A way to improve communication between different systems in families lives
and centralize services available to help students succeed."

"A school that has community

senrices within

it so that a parent can go to one

place and get most of their basic needs met. Hopefully, the school is also near the home
setting so that a parent can walk to the services. By getting the families needs met, the

child can function without being distracted by environmental or situational stressors."

"A community school includes

students, parents, faculty, neighbors and local

businesses in the process of educating students."

"A school in a particular community - defined

and governed by that community -

that meets the needs of children and families and helps kids succeed in school."

"Education plus services to serve the child and family - so academic success is
increased."

"A central place easily

accessible to members of the surrounding commnnity

providing education and other services based on a needs assessment in that community."

l0l

"A school located in a defined geographic

area which has comprehensive

educational, social and recreational services for children and adults over extended time
and days. Planning is done by schools, agencies and community people."

"Services in the school that complement education and enhance opportunities for
students to do well and succeed in school."

"The school becomes the centerof the conrmunity which services all children and
all families."

"A community school

serves students/families in the geographic attendance area

with educational and community outreach servicss."

"A school where social

services from many sources plus parental involvement

combines with education to provide the best for students."

"Appropriate for community - neighborhood parental involvement - work with

co[rmunity services."

"It is a place where

students learn to their fullest capacity - safe, accessible, fun

for students and families - open all year for all conrmunity members."
"One that serves as a center of learning, recreation and mental and physical health
resource for families and members of the surrounding community. A center that involves
the community - the corlmunity cares and is actively involved."
'oA community school needs to serve both students and their families - needs to be

open after school and evenings for recreational as well as academic programming. Needs
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to either provide or refer to community agencies services and facilitate families using
those services by providing transportation and assistance in making appointment."

"A school that is attended, supported and driven by the community in which it
resides."

"A school that provides services

and recreation for students and families in

addition to education - planned and maintained with corrmunity involvement."
'oone which meets more child/family/community needs than simply education

children."

"A school with

services for entire family and communiry."
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